The concept boat All Aboard was designed to meet women's expectations of leisure boats. A constellation of firms worked together to find solutions that could lead to business opportunities by challenging the implicit male norms of the leisure boat industry. This article examines the cultural notions of gender and equality that mattered in the process and explores the relationship between bodies, technologies, design, and gender using qualitative ethnographic methods. Based on queer theory, this article argues that ideas of the female body and the female relationship with boats played a significant role in this innovation process. Although invisible (and male) norms masked by so-called neutral designs and technologies were challenged, new norms of what women are like and what it means to be a woman were simultaneously created.
This paper is a revised and expanded version of a paper entitled 'Queering all aboard: gender conscious design as potential for economic growth' presented at Is Innovation Gendered? Workshop, Grenoble Ecole de Management, France, 30 May 2013. 1 Queering all aboard: challenging the maleness of the leisure boat industry
Introduction
This article discusses two different but interrelated cases, a concept boat named All Aboard, completed in 2012, which was a follow up of the Your Concept Car (YCC) concept car built by Volvo in the beginning of the 2000s.These cases were formed around the ideas that objects could be created that would bring the inherent male bias in car and boat design respectively to the surface, an endeavour accomplished through taking women's preferences and women's bodies as starting point to create products that were 1 different than mainstream cars and boats 2 adapted to the presumed expansive market of women.
Both cases started with the claims that women's experiences were 'different', thus reflecting a marketisation of the second wave feminist position of revaluing the experience and consciousness of women as a starting point for the creation of a different and more equal society, or in these cases a different and more equal market [see Cranny-Francis et al. (2003, p.69) for discussion on second wave feminism]. The debate over difference has been central in feminism and lies at the heart of perceptions of equality. It has been argued that asserting difference is a fickle path to equality since those same ideas of difference will always be used against women to argue that they are not entitled to or suited for the same rights as men. The studied cases hence entered a sphere ridden with controversy. In an article on YCC by Styhre et al. (2005) this take on difference is discussed. The authors argue that dual modes of thinking cannot decompose the categories of gender. Difference as a starting point thus seems incompatible with the post-structuralist and constructivist positions that have dominated gender theories in later years and where the very ideas of identities have been challenged (see for instance Butler 1990) . At the same time, as has often been pointed out, if there are no natural categories of man and woman, and no essential differences, how can we talk about and make a difference.
In a previous study of the YCC car (Petersson McIntyre, 2010) , I pointed to the project group's many complex struggles in trying to deal with the expectations of women designers and engineers and how such expectations affected the decisions and priorities made in the process. As I will show, the process of creating a concept boat based on women's preferences and women's bodies was not as much signified by a dual mode of thinking as it was signified by ambivalence and conflicts between different goals.
Ambivalence is also what makes the cases intriguing and highlights the question of whether this commercialisation of difference should be seen just as an expression of capitalism forming new forms of objectification of women or whether these new engagement bring middle class women new powers over men as well as over their own lives [see Felski (1995) for similar point]. Rather than trying to find one stable explanation of the meanings of these cases and whether the focus on difference mirrors objectification or empowerment, this article argues that ambivalence is in itself significant. As I will show, the take on difference was neither coherent nor was there consensus on those matters within the project groups. The understanding of gendered difference was pulled in diverse directions by sometimes conflicting goals that affected the outcome of the process. Therefore, the meanings of ambivalence for the outcome of the case are in need of research.
Drawing on theories of somatechnics and queering of objects (Sullivan and Murrey, 2009) , this article identifies and analyses the forces that pulled the project in diverse directions and the effects that these conflicts had on the design process and the construction of the final product. The purpose is twofold: first, to determine how cultural meanings of difference were given importance in relation to notions of business, innovation, and technology in a specific case and second, to examine how this difference was understood and defined.
Gender, bodies, and technologies
Women are in extreme minority in the boating industry. Thus, they are not seen, and do not see themselves, as though their presence is expected. They are what Ahmed (2012) termed 'out of place'. Furthermore, their participation is often interpreted as a threat or at least as criticism as described by several of the women interviewed in this study. People who move into areas where they are not perceived to belong or to be the norm often experience feelings of being a stranger (see Puwar, 2004) . Some bodies are understood as the rightful holders of certain places, such as the driver's seat in a boat. Those bodies feel as if they belong there, but others feel out of place. Many equality projects, including All Aboard, miss their goals due to focusing too narrowly on what equality is and not what equality does (see Ahmed, 2012) . This article shows how ideas of equality, the female body and the female relationship with boats played a significant role in this innovation process. All Aboard was, as I will show, not so much a project about what gender is, but what it does; it was about the consequences of how equality is understood and how it affects what can be done and about what equality does and what we do with equality [see Ahmed (2012) for similar point].
As Wajcman (2004) put it, the material world has a dual nature that both reflects and constructs social understandings of gender. Expectations about taste, lifestyle, and consumer preferences matter for the outcome of innovations. The ways we use cars and boats make us into men and women, and their designs not only reflect a gender order in society but also help construct it. Design and technology are by no means gender-neutral practices; instead, cultural notions about the user, their gender identity, and their lifestyle are carved, or inscribed, into products. Cultural perceptions of men, women, gender, and sexuality are built into technical solutions and designs. The ways that designers and engineers imagine the body size and gender of the end-user matters for both how objects are designed and constructed and how they communicate with future users (Oudshoorn et al., 2002; Akrich, 1992) .
Gender can be seen as a doing and my approach to the concept of gender in this study is performative. In Judith Butler's theory of gender performativity, gender is seen not as an expression of an inner identity but as performative, an effect of gender performance (Butler, 1990 (Butler, , 1993 . According to Butler, 'woman' cannot be understood outside of the way it is staged or performed [Butler, (1990), p.112] . Gender is not an attribute or essential property of subjects but is "a kind of becoming or activity…an incessant and repeated action of some sort". Gender identity is the result not of physical differences but of the complex discursive practices in which gender, sexuality, and desire are coproduced. Building on speech act theory, Butler sees gender as performative citational practices. These practices reproduce discourse but can also work subversively. Gender both enables and disciplines subjects and their performances.
Somatechnics and queer
Queering can be described as an endeavour aimed at making taken-for-granted norms visible by presenting them as practices with particular histories and politics. In queer theory, heterosexuality has been posited as a political project with a specific history subject to the complex discursive practices in which gender, sexuality, and desire are coproduced (see Butler, 1990 Butler, , 1993 . Thus, queering involves questioning and challenging the production of normativity, in this case, the invisible inscriptions of masculinity in boat technology. Queering is thus a change of focus from studying the conditions available to men and women to studying the production of already gendered technologies and how exclusions from those work.
Sullivan and Murrey (2009) define queer as a "heterogeneous and multidisciplinary practice aimed at 'bringing forth' and thus denaturalizing the taken for granted, the invisibilised, the normalized; in short, the dispositifs or technés of (necessarily material) (un)becoming" (p.4). In Somatechnics: Queering the Technologisation of Bodies, Sullivan and Murrey (2009) criticise ideas of technology as a neutral tool separate from the self. Instead, they argue that we should think of technology as thoroughly embedded in contextually specific cultural processes as technologies "as always already inextricably bound up with systems of power/knowledge" [Sullivan and Murrey, (2009) 
The term 'somatechnics' was coined to highlight the inextricability of soma and techné, of the body (as a culturally intelligible construct) and the techniques (dispositifs and 'hard technologies') in and through which corporealities are formed and transformed. The term, derived from the Greek soma (body) and techné (craftsmanship), supplants the logic of the 'and', Sullivan and Murrey argue, and suggests that technés are not something we add or apply to the body, nor are they tools the embodied self employs to its own ends. Rather, technés are the dynamic means in and through which corporealities are crafted, that is, continuously engendered in relation to others and to a world. As such, they continue, the term somatechnics reflects contemporary poststructuralist understandings of embodiment as the "incarnation or materialization of historically and culturally specific discourses and practices, as fundamentally inter-corporeal, (trans)formative, and ethico-political" [Sullivan and Murrey, (2009), p.3] . Hence, the term somatechnics refers to a chiasmatic interdependence of soma and techné: of bodily being (or corporealities) as always already technologised, and technologies as always already enfleshed. Technologies are never simply 'machinic'; rather, technés are necessarily epistemic. "Technology and theory generate each other, epistemic things become technical things and vice versa" [Kay, 2000, in Sullivan and Murrey, (2009), p.3] . Techné is simultaneously constitutive and critical, a "dynamic materialization of becoming and unbecoming" (p.4).
Perspectives on YCC
In a discussion of the Volvo YCC, Sparke (2005) interpreted the car as a good example of a design object that exposes the invisible male norms underlying so-called neutral design and focuses on the repressed 'other'. Yet, as I will show, many new norms were also created, and that were far from challenging to conventional thinking of gender roles. Although Sparke's analysis made some important points and observations, it did not problematise the cultural processes through which specific expressions of taste become defined as masculine or feminine. Instead, it tended to take those codifications for granted. Styhre et al. (2005) took a more critical approach. They argued that the car reinforced beliefs of men and women as essentially different. The women became different kinds of designers with specific experiences and needs related to gender. Although the analysis by Styhre et al. pointed to important inconsistencies in the presentation of the YCC car, it did not investigate constructions of gender in relation to technologies at any deeper level, nor did it examine the views on difference in the group. In their study of the media reception of the YCC case, they argued that although a goal in the project was to challenge gendered systems of meaning it ended up reaffirming those very prejudices it set out to question in the first place. Thus, re-inscribing or changing culturally agreed notions of gender is a difficult matter, and an endeavour full of pitfalls.
Landström (2006) saw, just like Sparke, 'pleasure' as a key concept. The car reversed the usual associations between masculinity, rationality, femininity, and emotion and thus showed that these beliefs are not expressions of true characteristics of men and women but are created and repeated in ongoing processes with indeterminate outcomes.
None of these three studies focused their analyses on bodies and the embodiment of technologies. These previous studies relied on printed press material, documents, and planned presentations. To understand the All Aboard project's meaning for gender equality, it is necessary to perform an in-depth investigation of how those involved in the project defined gender and equality because this determined the outcomes. In both of the cases, the YCC car and the All aboard concept boat, the project teams struggled with inner conflicts of whether women were different from men, or whether they were the same and how these issues should best be tackled. Whereas written material and presentations are arranged to suit communication strategies, ethnographic material shows conflicts, negotiations, and ambivalence and, therefore, exposes strategies of what can and cannot be said or done in relation to gender equality as well as the expectations for what happens if one says the wrong thing. It exposes the pull of different forces. Therefore, it is necessary to not only rely on media representations or firms' official communication but to let the voices of the involved be heard in order to comprehend what was at stake. Not only did the project teams struggle with inner conflicts regarding gender, they were also met with ambivalence by audiences, academic, managerial as well as their own peers. "What should we really think about this project?" seemed to be one of the most frequent reactions to the cases. In fact, if anything, it was the either/or explanations that caused problems, since the press, as shown by Styhre et al. (2005) described the YCC project in simplified ways. Hence, it could even be argued that the ambivalent and conflicting viewpoints of gender in the group were forced into a coherent model.
Queering and ambivalence
Two different propositions are developed in this article. The first refers to queering. Following Sullivan and Murrey (2009) , I broaden the scope of queer intervention to include practices not normally understood as queer. The leisure boat industry is a white middle-class pursuit and is not normally analysed through queer theory, but it is through such an analysis that the invisible structures of gender and equality can become apparent. However, 'queer' has mostly been used to account for practices related to the sexual, or as Sullivan and Murrey argue, practices and identities perceived as counter hegemonic. This is a problem because it limits the scope of queer interventions to what is commonly understood as 'the sexual' (p.5) and misses out on how wider forms of practices also queers the somatechnologies with which they engage.
When women enter spheres usually occupied by men, something automatically happens that challenges the normal whether what those women say is repeating a dual model of thinking or not. Likewise, to change the design of a product challenges ideas of who should use it and how it should be used. As a result, cultural perceptions of what it means to be, for example, male or female, may be challenged. Even though it does not mean per se that something more equal is created, the production of normativity can be exposed. Queer theory helps in bringing forth the dual nature of the studied case as both challenging and normative at the same time, that is the ambivalent nature of gender itself. This brings me to the second proposition which has to do with ambivalence. Working with the ideas that gender 'does' something rather than 'is' something, ambivalence must be seen as an expression of gender as in itself ambivalent, non-coherent and conflicting and of gender equality as well as gender identity as contested fields of which there is not one stable meaning but many and not one way to obtain gender equality. The article argues that we need a theoretical model that accommodates for the contradictions in the project teams' narratives rather than approaching them as inconsistencies that need to be overcome; a model that allows for incoherence. Figure 1 is designed to illustrate how conflicting goals result in an ambivalence that disrupts the production of normativity and creates a possibility for a different production cycle; an effect referred to as queering.
Methodology
Ethnographic methods were used for this article, and these refer to the close study of daily life observed through descriptive detail and so-called 'thick' descriptions in order to extract meaning structures that make up a culture (Geertz, 1973; Marcus, 1998) . Following Moisander and Valtonen (2006) , I see the data produced in ethnographic research processes as 'cultural talk', as expressions of culture that are everywhere and everything. Because culture is enduring and shared, the knowledge can be transferred to the larger cultural context in which it was studied (see also Saukko, 2003) .
To analyse the culture of gender in the setting of All Aboard, I investigated the project group's experiences with the project using qualitative interviews. The emphasis was on cultural meaning-making and the ways that meanings of gender are created, used, contested, and changed in relation to processes of innovation and how these meanings guided and constrained the actions of the project team.
The study of gender through ethnographic methods is not focused on finding answers to questions of what men and women are like or finding differences between men and women in regard to representation in or outcomes of innovation processes. Rather, this method offers ways to analyse and describe how gendered identities and subjectivities are produced, reproduced, and contested in specific settings (Moisander and Valtonen, 2006) . In the context of All Aboard, this refers to how the participating project members interpreted gendered difference, how their interpretations were pulled in different directions, what meanings they ascribed to gendered identities and gendered bodies, and the impact these cultural understandings of gender had on the final product. Here, gendered difference is an empirical concept, an idea or discourse that is created in, and through, the boat project itself and is given diverse meanings throughout this process.
The first step of the research process was to examine the documentation produced by the project team. The project was discussed, and sketches of the boat were reviewed and analysed. In semi-structured interviews, key members were asked about what choices and negotiations the project team made and why, how the strategies were worked out, how the different actors became involved in the project, why they committed to it, and what they hoped to get out of the process. They were also asked whether there were any specific issues or beliefs that were shared by all members of the team as well as if there were any issues that had been abandoned or caused disagreement.
Of the participating companies, two were in the business of design, one was in trade fair exhibitions, and the rest were in the leisure boat industry. Twenty interviews with 15 participants were conducted, all members of the project management team and one or more representatives from the 12 key enterprises. In addition, two affiliated experts who were members of an advisory board for All Aboard and who worked actively to increase women's active participation in boating were interviewed. All interviews were transcribed in detail and coded for themes describing cultural expressions of gender, innovation, and business.
All aboard
Men build cars -for other men. And women's needs, desires, and preferences as drivers and consumers are ignored, or at best misjudged, by the car industry. With this recognition, an all-female group of designers and engineers working for Volvo cars in Gothenburg, Sweden initiated a project in 2001 to create an automobile that would better account for the qualities that women expect from cars. They questioned what they saw as the automotive industry's take on women either as soccer moms who want practical mini-vans or as young and single with a desire for cute little red cars. The concept car YCC was presented at car shows all over the world. It was the most ambitious project on constructing a material object within the context of gender equality that Swedish industry had ever undertaken.
In 2009, some of the Volvo YCC team members, now working for their own firm Ampersand, were contacted by the Swedish leisure boat industry to initiate a project to create a boat that would better account for the qualities that women expect from leisure boats, just as YCC had done for cars. The purpose was to achieve growth in the competitive boating industry by listening to women, a previously marginalised group of consumers. Together with other small-to medium-sized firms in the leisure boat and design industries, they created the concept boat All Aboard. This concept boat was first exhibited at the Stockholm International Boat Show 'Allt för sjön' ('Everything for the Sea') in March 2012, where it received a lot of media publicity as well as attention from private people, mostly women. With the three keywords 'social, smart, and safe', the All Aboard concept boat was launched as "a collection of ideas of which no boating company can take all, but all can take some" (quoted from presentations from the project).
All Aboard was in many ways different from YCC, which had been created internally within Volvo/Ford. All Aboard was funded with public money in a network of small businesses. That meant that the expectations as well as considerations that had to be taken were different. In addition, All Aboard was understood by many as a continuation of YCC. 
Ten problems
The project All Aboard started with a questionnaire sent out to women who engaged in boating that asked how they wanted boats to Working with these problem areas, the participating companies suggested different solutions. Problems of getting in and out of the boat were solved with the design and construction of an integrated gangway. A kitchen island was created in order to better meet the needs for cooking. The concept boat had a small spa, and the heat of the sauna could also dry wet clothes and towels. An expandable afterdeck allowed room for a dinner party of 14 people. A convertible roof over the cooking area was designed to turn cooking into a more social and pleasurable task. Rescue mats, a slide, and a ladder were added to enhance safety. Foldable forepeak stairs allowed for better and easier entry into the boat. Built-in fenders were added to increase security. There was also a 'pack-at-home storage' feature with mobile units for pantry and bathroom storage that could be packed at home. A sail-by-wire electric tiller, that could transform into a joystick, was put on each side of the afterdeck to facilitate steering. In total, 31 new designs and functions were shown with the concept boat. New forms of lighting and storage as well as what was described as a more 'car-like' driving position where the seat, steering wheel, and rear-view mirror could be adjusted to different body sizes were among these. 
Not just for women
The interviewees often described the boating industry as 'extremely conservative' and as an industry controlled by older men who do what they do because they have always done what they have done. They also described gendered structures of boat life where few women sail or drive their own boats and where the division of labour is traditional.
"Woman Project Member: I know five women, including myself, who can handle their boats unimpeded. Ninety-eight per cent of the boats are probably at the dock when the husband is at work. The women put the kids in their cars and drive to the beach, and I think it's such a shame. I know what boating gives me!"
Many said that it was unexpected for women to have a prominent role in leisure boat production. Still, they were uncertain about the women's perspective and worried that the project would be subjected to ridicule and negative exposure. Even though the idea of listening to customers relied on the idea that women's experiences have been ignored, the project members simultaneously denied that the solutions were aimed at women. Just like in the YCC project, listening to women's opinions was presented as something that makes a product better not just for women but for everyone. Although the ten problem areas were based on responses from women, the problems were described with what Styhre et al. (2005) have called a 'double articulation'. The women's perspective was both emphasised and denied simultaneously. To each description of the specific needs of women, it was added that the modification was not just for women. Often project participants said that men would also benefit from these solutions, but more often, they said that children, older adults, and people with disabilities would benefit. These contradictions can be understood in terms of an interplay of the pull of different forces, the gravity of normativity pulls the project to the centre while the will to challenge the male bias in boat production simultaneously pulls it in another direction. For the participating entrepreneurs, the women's perspective was rarely explained in relation to increased gender equality or problematising cultural gendered behaviour. Rather, it had to do with collecting feedback from potential female customers in order to sell more boats. During the interviews, many kept going back to the motto of the project, which was "if you meet the expectations of women, you will exceed the expectations of men". One of the project members said, "I think of this motto, a boat that is suited to women should also cater to men; it does not exclude anyone, and I think that's what you have to highlight and have an emphasis on".
Another aspect was a matter of not wanting to scare away men as potential customers. "I think that if you emphasize too much that it's a boat for women, men may not buy it. Such a project is doomed to fail", said one of the interviewees. Another interviewee compared All Aboard with the YCC, which he said must never be called a 'girl's car', because "no man would ever put himself in such a vehicle and you lose half the market". Thoughts about including men do not necessarily contain criticism of the boat industry's gender structure but might build on the reproduction of norms of gender and sexuality in this way. It exposes the pull of norms of gender expressed as saleability.
In the project, there was also ambivalence about the final result, and of what respect the focus on women's experiences actually challenged norms. Some were concerned that there had been too much focus on the inside of the boat, which was likely to confirm stereotypes of women as uninterested in technology and preoccupied with the comforts of home. One of the participants argued that although the ten problem areas were sound and sensible, there was a problem that the answers had come from women with 'typically female' roles on board the boat. "If you ask women who are responsible for cooking and assisting the man in charge and are not particularly involved in sailing or driving what they lack, they will respond accordingly. Their answers reflect the spheres that they are familiar with, such as cooking, cleaning, and jumping ashore", she said.
Muscle strength, driver's seat, and toilet
When asked whether gender and gender equality had been much discussed during the process or if they had been perceived as difficult issues, the interviewees usually replied no. On the one hand, the 'women's perspective' was described as simple and straightforward, but on the other the women's perspective could not be articulated with confidence because it was also described as inappropriate to categorise people in terms of gender. In talking about gender, some strategies were viable but others were not. Speaking of gendered difference in relation to body size, less muscle mass, and other anatomical differences was considered straightforward and factual. However, speaking of gendered difference in terms of social inequality, such as gendered divisions of labour, was less acceptable. Put differently, the emphasis on physical differences was engaged in a dynamic to challenge norms, while social differences were engaged in a dynamic toward normativity. Many stressed that some activities (e.g., cooking) were not just the women's problem, but something that all do. This double articulation was indicative of such an ambivalent understanding of gender. When the interviewees said that although the boat was made for women, the force of normativity pulled them in and they said that it was not only for women. Emphasising inclusion worked as a way to neutralise potentially political statements of a latent feminist critique of men's behaviour on board, which is a result of ideas of what can be said and done in this context in order to be heard.
Taking the women's perspective into account often seemed to be about making it easier for men and women to do what they already do, for example, to find solutions to compensate for women's bodies. These solutions were targeted at compensating women so they do not have to worry about their children falling overboard, for example, rather than thinking about why women worry that children will fall overboard to a higher degree than men do. A male team member described it as follows: "Project Member: Nah, this [female perspective] is simple: Boy gets boat when he is 18. Then he sails for a couple of years. Then he meets a girl, and they sail together for 4 years. Then she becomes pregnant and has a child, and they sail on. Then they get a second child, and then she does not want to play anymore; it gets too messy, changing diapers, falling overboard, etcetera. If this holds and the economy is sound, he sails on while she is ashore. Or the most common ending, they sell the boat."
This quotation captures the ideas of compensation where boats can be made more convenient for women (in this case, to take care of babies) in order to avoid women convincing their husbands to sell the boat. The project group argued that women worry because they do not have the muscle strength or confidence to pull someone who has fallen overboard back into the boat, while men do or at least believe they do. By compensating for women's muscle strength, the risk and worry is reduced. Hence, the problem is tackled in terms of compensating women for their lack of physical strength (neutral statement) and not in terms of men disregarding children's safety (political statement).
When the concept boat was displayed at the exhibition in Stockholm, a so-called driver's seat module that included 'steering by wire' with a lever on each side of the boat where one could stand and steer. However, as one of the interviewees put it, it was "very much a function that is not really there". One other interviewee who was involved in women's boating said during the interview that she found it tremendously important that her body fit into the driver's position. "It's important for me to be able to see out over the spray shield, I want to have adjustable chairs, and I want others to see that I, as a woman, actually can drive my boat". Her statement illustrates the importance of design and engineering in showing whose body belongs in a particular place. A person who, for example, is 25 cm shorter than the ideal male body that a driver's position has been constructed for and who, therefore, cannot reach the dashboard or cannot look out the window does not feel like they belong there. They become what Puwar (2004) has called a 'space invader' or someone 'out of place' (Ahmed 2012) . Such a person often feels pressure to show that they actually belong, pressures that a person who better fits never has to experience. It becomes extra important to prove to others that you can actually drive or sail the boat, that you are not different.
The driving position had important symbolic value linked to a common cultural notion that women are worse drivers and sailors. A driver's seat adapted to an average able male body has exclusion carved into it. Bodies that do not fit are forced into the pantry. A more inclusive driver's seat could also enable men to cook more often because the traditional gendered divisions of labour would be altered. Making it easier for women to follow their partner out to sea does not challenge such gender norms. Still, the driver's position played a relatively small role in the project. The second time the concept boat was exhibited, the driver's module was even removed. The Kitchen Island, sauna, and gangway were the most prominent features.
Many argued in the interviews that the driver's module should not be seen as a women's issue and that it was for short men and women (or even children). Men who do not live up to inscribed body norms might feel even more out of place. Pointing out that short men benefit from an adaptable driver's seat makes the physical male norms carved into boats visible. Boats are not just inscribed for a masculine body but for an able-bodied man of average or more height, which turns short men into space invaders. However, more women than men are short, which makes body size a gender issue. The descriptions of an adjustable seat as not only a women's issue must also be understood as an expression of the motto of not excluding men. Including men avoids negative branding (girl's boat) and neutralises political statements (boats are sexist). The talk of the driver's seat thus illustrates the ambivalent construction of gender in the process and the constant need to both claim and simultaneously deny the women's perspective; the negotiations between different forces.
The question of how physical and social differences between men and women were to be understood and tackled was particularly significant in one of the problem areas: the placement of the toilet. Toilets are among the most mundane issues but are also strong recreators of norms around gender. They are technologies formed around notions of gendered bodies and are structured in a two-sex model. Ideas that men and women relate differently to toilets were strong in the project group. There was a strong belief that many women find it difficult to use the toilet when boats are in motion. Sitting on a toilet when the boat sways can be difficult and lead to nausea. Many said that men can urinate over the side and do not have to go to the toilet while the boat is out to sea.
Moving the toilet to the centre of the boat makes it easier not only to use but also to uphold norms of a pleasant femininity. Women do not go to the toilet standing up or over the side but in private behind a closed door, and this was said with reference to the desires of potential buyers. Moving the toilet might make it easier for many women to feel comfortable on board, but this does not challenge the norms of bodies, gender, and technology in any deeper way. This does not point to the reason many women go to the toilet in private while it is socially acceptable for men to go in public, at least on the sea it seems. This again points to the pull in different directions, on one hand to challenge gender bias and on the other to sell.
Women's bodies
Physicality was especially prominent in relation to the following three areas: the importance attributed to muscle strength, the driver's seat, and the toilet. Based on the ten problem areas and with these three examples, I have illustrated how All Aboard balanced the questions of whether women's bodies lack certain qualities or whether boats have been designed with a flaw. The problem areas were organised around three particular ways of understanding female embodiment in relation to leisure boats.
First, women's bodies were approached as lacking the physical qualities inscribed in boat design in terms of strength, muscular power, size, abilities for movement (jumping in and out of boats), and body care, especially urination. Muscular strength is required for lifting the anchor, for operating the winch, and for rescuing someone who has fallen overboard. Women's bodies are often short, which results in poor visibility because they cannot see over the spray shield. In addition, women's bodies are not adapted to urinating over the side of the boat (whether anatomic or cultural, toilets are a somatechnology). These deficiencies were re-inscribed by changing the design of the gangway, the anchor, the winch, the rescue ladder, and the driving position and the location of the toilet to the middle of the boat, which would make it easier to use it when the sea is rough.
Second, women were approached as lacking knowledge concerning technology, particularly in understanding engines, manuals, and the execution of a rescue operation for someone who has fallen overboard. These deficiencies were tackled with solutions such as a social board game for learning about engine technology, security education, and easy access driving.
Third, women were approached as lacking something from boats. Women were understood as particularly concerned with safety and security, with social spaces, with cooking facilities, with personal hygiene, and with a pleasant and homely environment. Designs were added that would accommodate for these desires.
Whereas, the first two understandings resulted in strategies aimed to facilitate women's boating life by adding features that would compensate for physical and cognitive discrepancies, the third aimed is to change boats to better accommodate women's social interests and expectations.
Discussion
All Aboard addressed the meaning of material objects in the construction of gender and was an intervention in the boat industry with the potential to change the perception of what it means to be a man or woman by accounting for repressed experiences. The boating world is male dominated in terms of both producers and consumers. When a female production team enters this space and simultaneously makes a claim that there is a gender bias to boat design, there is a disturbance in this sphere that has predominantly been occupied by men. Thus, All Aboard can be seen as a critical project that makes the gendering of boat design visible. By changing the design of a product, the beliefs about who is going to use it and how it is going to be used can be shifted. Therefore, the concept boat has the potential to transform cultural ideas of boat users as well as the meanings of being on board. Fitting into the driver's seat and reaching the dashboard were perceived as important for being recognised as belonging and as being able to take charge of a boat. When norms of belonging are challenged, cultural ideas that men are better drivers are also challenged. The systems of meaning through which masculinity has been associated with such technological practices are disrupted, which means that such relations cannot be seen as a natural given and that femininity also might be associated with technologies.
Two ways of understanding gendered difference were prevalent in the project group. While it was acceptable to understand gendered difference as physical, social aspects of gendered difference were understood as more problematic. Pointing to differences between men and women in terms of strength was considered neutral; pointing to differences in participation in household chores was not. The relationship between those two ways of making sense of gendered difference were however ambivalent and floating and the contradictions between the project group's intent to challenge the meaning of gendered difference and the sometimes normative result cannot be explained with expectation from media, as argued by Styhre et al. (2005) but must be seen as a result of contradictory and ambivalent understanding of gender within the group itself; as illustrative of the interplay between challenging and normative forces.
Regarding some of the details, such as the driver's seat, it was for many important to express inclusion, regarding other details, such as the toilet, difference was created with strategies of compensation. When gendered difference was understood as physical it involved seeing women's bodies in terms of deficiencies. There was agreement that women lack muscle power, technological experiences, and the anatomy inscribed in boat design. Thus, physical difference was tackled by ideas of compensation. When gendered difference was understood as social it involved changing the design of boats to adapt to women's interests. However, these interests were mostly stuck in the realms of traditional women's preferences such as cooking, child minding, and pleasure. As I have shown, the project members emphasised the importance of not excluding men. Although such a strategy might seem inclusive and gender progressive on the surface, digging deeper with the help of ethnographic interviews showed that an important reason for not excluding men was that a boat made to suit women too much would lose important market shares. Further, many solutions that were aimed at women served to uphold gendered divisions of labour on board by making the kitchen more pleasant, increasing security to stop women from worrying about children on board, and positioning the toilet to make it easier to construct an agreeable femininity. The ways in which the division between social and physical gender was understood favoured an approach to gender equality that was non-conflictual. In fact, the concept boat can be seen as further fulfilling the needs of a heterosexual husband. Although the boat, just like the YCC car challenged gendered norms of taste and pleasure, as argued by Sparke (2005) and Landström (2006) it also aimed to facilitate the pleasure that heterosexual husbands enjoy at sea.
In spite of the focus on women, many of the project members said that All Aboard had nothing to do with gender. This paradox has been explored in response to the ambivalence to the meanings of gender, an ambivalence that also had to do with strategic thinking. Women in male-dominated fields do not always want to represent a gender perspective just because they are women (Petersson McIntyre, 2010) . The reluctance to speak about gender equality expresses a resistance to always being the one that embodies a political perspective. Therefore, equality also had to be described in strategic terms, and the project team members were compelled to think about the consequences of the words they used.
Particular pitfalls and problems arise when working with gender equality projects and simultaneously representing the same identity one is working to promote. A woman already embodies the women's perspective by participating in the setting. The women of All Aboard appeared as if they also 'were' the group they represented, which meant that gender was made on several levels. The group did not stand outside, the individuals were made into women and men and their bodies drawn into the process (see Ahmed, 2012) . Equality projects are valued less than the boat industry's efforts to develop new technologies and sell boats. When the representation and presence of women in the boat industry is in the form of equality projects, the women in those projects are under pressure to do and say the right thing in order not to worsen the views of women that they are trying to change.
Theoretical implications
By paying close attention to the contradictions in the project teams' explanations of gendered difference, rather than approaching them as inconsistencies that need to be overcome, I have argued that we need models that allow for incoherence. Queer theory helps to see that normativity and critique do not necessarily stand in clear opposition. Gender is made through more complex doings. As pointed out by Wajcman (2004) identities are defined, created, and re-created through projects such as these, and gender is formed in the multiple relations that result from these innovations. The inconsistencies and ambivalence through which the project was presented support the definitions of gender as performative. With queer theory, All Aboard can be interpreted as indeterminate, ongoing, and conflicting and important to point out is that critique is of culture, not of individual projects per se.
All Aboard exposes the hidden bodily norms that establish a relationship between masculine bodies and boats and present it as something natural. When women come forward as engineers, designers, and project leaders as well as consumers of boats, the invisible and naturalised norms of boat life and design priorities are challenged. Women become what Puwar (2004) has termed space invaders; they invade the boat show and say something different. By trying to change male inscriptions, All Aboard queers mainstream boats by pointing out how power relations (gender) create bodies and embodiments (such as mothers and men) that become so naturalised that they become invisible. Boat design can be seen not as neutral technology or design but as inextricably linked with gender. The disruption caused by All Aboard makes the body politics of the boating industry visible and questions what it might mean to have the wrong body placed where it is not meant to be (Sullivan and Murrey, 2009 ). Most boats owners and users are men, and many heterosexual couples are caught up in a division of labour where men have control over sailing/driving on board and women help and take care of cooking, cleaning, and child minding. All Aboard can be seen in terms of resisting such regimes of the normal (Sullivan and Murrey, 2009 ). In making it easier for women to drive and sail, the project has the potential to challenge such heteronormative practices.
The article has answered the call by Sullivan and Murrey to think of queer interventions in more broad terms and include practices not narrowly conceived of as sexual. Although All Aboard resisted regimes of the normal it was also caught in cultural notions of gender, bodies and equality as well as business that inhibited its critical potentials and pulled it toward normativity.
The heterosexual female body played a central role in the project, and the perception of heterosexuality, bodies, and technologies were in many ways tangled. All Aboard did not question heterosexuality in itself. Indeed, a heterosexual family or couple often seemed to be the target. In making women's experiences and preferences visible, All Aboard therefore also created new truths about what women are like, what they expect from boating life, and what they treasure as important. Even though All Aboard queers the somatechnologies of the boating world by identifying and unravelling the dense entanglements between masculinity, masculine bodies, and boat technologies, queering was not necessarily a conscious strategy of the project team. The interpretation of the boat in terms of queer should, therefore, be seen from a broader perspective. As I have shown, the construction of the boat concept did not only have the relationship between men and women as its focus, it relied on how women's relationship with their bodies was understood and how that was linked to notions of equality. Hence woman emerged as an embodied figure who more than men were understood in relation to her body.
Therefore the strategies for tackling gendered difference cannot be seen as neutral strategies but rely on cultural ideas of gendered difference, bodies and equality. No clear distinction can in this case be made between what challenges conventional norms of gender and what is normative. However, that should not be seen as a problem. The effects of these projects cannot be seen as either problematic or progressive, but as ways of reshaping the relationship between commerce and identity politics in ways that cannot be fully anticipated nor go in one direction. The effects are many, complex and conflicting and offer new ways for consumers, designers and entrepreneurs of making identities in relation to markets and consumer goods.
Managerial implications
Queer theory becomes relevant for management by focusing on the production of normativity. If a project like this is to be used as a way to contribute to gender equality, it is not enough to compensate the women or individuals who do not meet the norm of the able-bodied male. It must also be questioned how the able-bodied male and boating are constructed in and through each other. Gender equality cannot only be a matter of changing gender patterns to find new markets. Questions that ask why men steer boats and women assist must be addressed. The goal must be to investigate whether a design that makes it easier for women to take active roles on board has any long-term effect on gender equality. It is also important to consider how a design can make it easier for men to cook, clean, care for children, and assist the driver in charge on board. Further, it must also be acknowledged that the ideas about reversing gendered spheres assume a heteronormative order based on the ideas of a heterosexual relationship between a man and a woman. Such solutions, however, might not contribute to selling more boats but might reveal the dilemma of using the market as an engine of equality.
Empirical implications
With ethnographic methods, I have been able to address deeper understandings of gender and equality and explain how they affect processes of innovation. I was able to investigate not only what the project group had done and how they had done it but why. Ethnographic methods help to develop corrected versions and communication strategies to find the contradictions and negotiations that make up gender. I was also able to examine the links between the choices that were made in the project and the cultural understandings of gender that were shared within the project group. This differs from perspectives where men and women are approached as predefined categories. Rather, gender is approached as a cultural process through which categories such as men and women are made. Instead of finding out what men and women do or are like, this study examined how cultural ideas about men and women are formed, but also challenged, in processes such as All Aboard.
By analysing All Aboard and determining how gender was made, challenged, and iterated in this context, this article has argued that the leisure boat industry is an important setting for gender analysis and that gender scholars need to participate in such settings. Following Sullivan and Murrey (2009) , I have broadened the scope of queer interventions in order to make queer theory relevant from a management perspective by focusing on what equality does, rather than what it is. The article also highlights the importance of thinking of gender as a deep structure and that a gender perspective is not equal to listening to women or to common-sense understandings of what women want. Hence, the importance of examining the understandings of gender in different settings has been underlined by the conflicting ideas and ambivalence seen in the leisure boat industry.
Ethnography provides a rich empiri which is hard to fit into one model. Negotiations within the project group and with what they thought was possible and viable to articulate and communicate made up large parts of the interviews. Ambiguity, conflict and hesitation characterised many of the statements. Ethnographic methods allow for such negotiations and need to be given space in interpretations. The goal cannot be to arrive at one definitive interpretation of such a complex process but to be open for the contradictions of culture, and ethnographic methods do this best.
Limitations of the research and further research enhancements
All aboard was a concept boat and never sold commercially. Its effect on the emerging market of women relies on a continuation of the project and remains to be seen. This article has been focused on an experimental process, its potentials and problems. Hence, to what extent the ideas have been or will be accepted by the leisure boat industry at large are questions which need future investigation. Also, the ethnography was based on interviews with the production team, which may be different from that of consumers and say little about whether these changes would actually lead to increased sales. My study has pointed to the importance of investigating the dilemmas of using the market as a driving force for equality and the limitations such an approach has and this is an issue that needs further study.
